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Almost 200 Citizen Review Board vol-
unteers and child welfare stakeholders 
gathered in Salem for the CRBôs Every 
Day Countsò training conference in 
May.  

The 32nd edition of the annual event, 
held on May 19 and 20 at the Salem 
Conference Center, provided at-
tendees with new tools and knowledge 
to assist in dependency case reviews. 
Guest speakers from different disci-
plines, meanwhile, presented on cru-
cial topics ranging from bias in deci-
sion making to how heroin and opiate 
addiction has impacted children and 
parents in the foster care system. 

ñI really want to thank you all for your 
service to the state,ò said Marion 
County Juvenile Court Judge Cheryl 

Pelligrini during her opening address 
to the audience. ñYour engagement in 
the child welfare system is an indis-
pensable asset to our state, our com-
munities, and our courts.ò 

Dr. Shannon Peake of the University 
of Oregon and Michael Livingston, 
CRB volunteer from Marion County, 
presented information on the impact 
on brain and socio-emotional develop-
ment in children who experience fre-
quent and prolonged stress while lack-
ing adult emotional support or protec-
tion ï an ordeal commonly referred to 
as ñtoxic stress.ò 

ñThe environment of a child is the 
thing we have to work with,ò said 
Peake, a research associate with UOôs 
Stress Neurobiology and Prevention 
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From The Oregonian newspaper: 
Oregon was named the top state in 
the nation when it comes to educat-
ing homeless students, according 
to a  recently-released national 
study. 

The report by the New York City-
based Institute for Children, Pov-
erty and Homelessness (ICPH)  
found that Oregon ranked first 
when measuring how effectively 
school districts identify homeless 
children and enroll them in school, 
particularly pre-school age youth, 
according to the article. 

Areas measured in the report un-
derscored the high representation 
of homeless students in Oregonôs 
early childhood programs, including 
Head Start and Early Head Start. 

State officials credited strong col-
laboration between agencies and 
training for school homeless liai-
sons as reasons for success. 

Click HERE to read the Oregonian 
article. The ICPH report can be 

found HERE. 

Every Day Countsé 

In the Life of a Child 

Story by Dave Smith 

CRB Field Manager 

Photo: Terry Svay 

http://www.oregonlive.com/education/index.ssf/2017/06/oregon_ranked_best_in_country.html
http://www.icphusa.org/national/shadows-state-state-ranking-accountability-homeless-students/
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See ñCFSR,ò p. 4 

The Child and Family Services Reviews (CFSR), author-
ized by the 1994 Amendments to the Social Security Act 
(SSA), are administered by the Childrenôs Bureau, Admin-
istration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of 
Health and Human Services. The goals of the CFSR are to: 
¶ Ensure substantial conformity with Title IV-B and IV-E 
child welfare requirements;   

¶ Determine what is happening to children and families as 
they are engaged in child welfare services; and 

¶ Assist states in helping children and families achieve 

positive outcomes. 

There were two rounds of the CFSR in 2015 and 2016. 
CRB and Juvenile Court Improvement Program Staff Chris-
tina Jagernauth, Conor Wall, David Smith, Shary Mason, 
and John Nichols participated in these reviews alongside 
numerous DHS Child Welfare 
staff 
members. 

The 
CFSR is 
an in-
depth re-
view of 
individual 
in-home 
or foster 
care cas-
es. These 
were completed in every county in Oregon. The cases were 
chosen at random for review. The results are collected and 
a report is issued about the state of child welfare in Oregon. 

The review process included: a) reviewing all online or hard
-copy documents for the case under the period under re-
view (one-year period); b) interviewing the caseworker and 
the CPS worker (if applicable) to get their perspective of the 
case; c) interviewing the parents (if available), foster par-
ents, CASA, and the children (if available) with open-ended 
questions about the quality of services they received and 
their overall experience with DHS; d) information is collat-
ed; e) the CFSR instrument is completed and goes through 
rigorous feedback to ensure accuracy; f) feedback is pro-
vided to the local DHS office; and, finally, a report from the 
federal government is issued to the agency and public.   

This instrument reviews safety, permanency, and well-
being. There are 18 items that are rated as ñStrengthò or 
ñArea Needing Improvement.ò Then, depending on the rat-
ing for each item, the outcome will be rated as 
ñSubstantially Achieved,ò ñPartially Achieved,ò or ñNot 
Achieved.ò Here are the seven outcomes we reviewed in 
most cases:  

¶ Safety 1: Children are, first and foremost, protected 
from abuse and neglect. 

¶ Safety 2: Children are safely maintained in their homes 
whenever possible and appropriate. 

¶ Permanency 1: Children have permanency and stability 
in their living situations. 

¶ Permanency 2: The continuity of family relationships 
and connections is preserved for children. 

¶ Well-Being 1: Families have enhanced capacity to pro-
vide for their childrenôs needs. 

¶ Well-being 2: Children receive appropriate services to 
meet their educational needs. 

¶ Well-being 3: Children Receive Adequate Services to 
Meet their Physical and Mental Health Needs 

The final report can be found at CFSR Oregon Final Re-
port. The agency is now making changes to address areas 
needing improvement. DHS is continuing to use the CFSR 
instrument for ongoing quality assurance purposes. 

Here are some ñtakeawaysò that can be applied to some of 
our CRB review findings:  

Finding #1) When reviewing new cases, look for the timeli-
ness of responding to the CPS reports. CPS codes cases 
as 24 hour or five-day response times, depending on the 
severity of the allegation. These are noted on the PCR re-
port and/or Assessment Summary the Board receives. If 
the agency does not make contact with the alleged child 
victim in the coded response time, the Board should con-
sider a ñNoò finding. The federal government takes timeli-
ness in making the initial contact with the child very seri-
ously.  

Finding #2) Did the agency, during the period under review, 
make concerted efforts to identify, locate, inform, and eval-
uate maternal and paternal relatives as potential place-
ments for the child? I believe this should be the standard 
in our CRB reviews for Finding #2. 

Finding #3) In making findings on the caseworkerôs face-to-
face contacts with the child, the federal government only 
accepts face-to-face contacts that are clearly documented 
in the case plan. If they are not clearly documented, they 
did not occur. The CRB should operate with the same 
standard. 

If there were any safety concerns for the child in at least 
one foster-care placement during the period under review: 
were the concerns adequately assessed and clearly ad-
dressed? If DHS cannot adequately explain how they re-
sponded to the safety concerns, then a ñNo Findingò would 
be appropriate. Often we hear that CPS is investigating and 
the permanency worker does not know what is happening. 
This is unacceptable because communication within the 
agency needs to occur. 

Stability in foster care is significant. If there are placement 

Federal report examines strengths, needs of state child welfare 

 

John Nichols 

CRB  

Field Manager 

http://www.oregon.gov/DHS/CHILDREN/Documents/Oregon%20CFSR%20Round%203%20Final%20Report%202016.pdf
http://www.oregon.gov/DHS/CHILDREN/Documents/Oregon%20CFSR%20Round%203%20Final%20Report%202016.pdf


 

 
Laboratory. ñWe donôt get to go back and change their ge-
netics.ò 

Peake and Livingston then explained how to apply the in-
formation learned about brain development to making the 
CRB Finding 3A, ñHas DHS ensured that appropriate ser-
vices are in place to safeguard the childôs safety, health 
and well-being?ò 

In her presentation on child safety in foster care, the Honor-
able Pamela Abernethy gave a call to action to use in-
creased scrutiny in case reviews. 

Through its reviews, the CRB is able to shine a light on the 
health, safety and well-being of children in foster care, Ab-
ernethy said. She referred to findings in the Child Safety in 
Substitute Care Independent Review Report completed by 
the firm Public Knowledge ð also known as the PK Report 
ð to highlight the need for CRB reviews to focus more inci-
sively on the health, safety, and well-being of children in 
foster care. 

Fridayôs afternoon session of the conference concluded 
with an issue-focused mock review of the Hart/Stevens 
case. The Hart/Stevens case material was provided to all 

attendees before the conference. Four volunteer board 
members asked questions of the various parties in the 
case, before the audience was given the chance to vote on 
whether the finding would be positive or negative. 

The first day of the conference was capped by a volunteer 
recognition dinner and remarks from Justice David Brewer, 
and interviews of Brittany Hope, a foster youth advocate, 
and Lisa McMahon of the Oregon Foster Youth Connec-
tion.  

Dr. Rita Cameron Wedding kicked off day two with an ener-
getic keynote presentation ï which included an impromptu 
dance party set to the Pharrell Williams tune ñHappy.ò  

The CRB would like to thank the volunteer board members 
on the CRB Advisory Committee who assisted with plan-
ning the workshops and to the volunteers who comprised 
the mock review board. 

A big thanks also to the CRB staff who organized and 
planned the conference, and to all the field staff who partici-
pated in the mock review and the workshops. Additionally, 
there were numerous representatives from other agencies 
and community partners who assisted with the workshops.  
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Conference: CRB reviews must be more òincisiveó on child health 
Continued from p. 1 

If you missed the Every Day Counts Conference, materials and 

video recordings are available HERE on the CRB website.  A 

highlight of the conference is charitable giving. A raffle of bas-

kets filled with prizes and goodies donated from local boards 

across the state raised $3,600 to support Camp to Belong, 

which reunites siblings living in separate foster care homes in 

a summer camp setting. THANK YOU to all who gave and at-

tended the conference. See you next year! 

http://www.oregon.gov/dhs/dhsnews/Pages/Child-Safety-FC-Review.aspx
http://www.oregon.gov/dhs/dhsnews/Pages/Child-Safety-FC-Review.aspx
http://www.courts.oregon.gov/programs/crb/news/Pages/annual-conference.aspx
http://www.courts.oregon.gov/programs/crb/Pages/default.aspx
http://camptobelongoregon.org/
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CFSR: òthe findings should be made on facts, not feelings.ó 

changes, they should have a clear reason for the change. 
Acceptable changes in placement are: moving from non-
relative to relative, family-foster care placement, moving to 
a more secure placement due the childôs needs, or step-
ping down to a lower level of care. Other placement chang-
es are seen as detrimental to the childôs stability. From the 
beginning of the case, the agency must provide a place-
ment that meets the needs of the child. We should carefully 
consider this in our findings. 

Were concerted efforts made to ensure that visitation (or 
other forms of contact if visitation was not possible) be-
tween the child and his or her mother/father/siblings/
grandparents is of sufficient frequency to maintain/promote 
the continuity of the relationship? In our reviews, we need 
to ask about the quality of the visit as much as the frequen-
cy. 

The CFSR assesses whether DHS is adequately assessing 
the needs of the foster or pre-adoptive providers on an on-
going basis. Are the foster providersô needs being ad-
dressed? The CRB review should always ask the foster 
parents if their needs are being addressed adequately. 

The CFSR evaluates whether concerted efforts are being 
made to involve parents and children (developmentally/
appropriately) in case planning on an ongoing basis. The 
parents and children need to be active participants in devel-
oping the case plan, not just passive recipients. The Board 
should be asking whether the parents and children are able 

to have input into the decisions that are affecting their lives 
and family.  

The CRB is uniquely positioned to do ongoing assessments 
of the cases we review. We should be scrupulous, but not 
mean-spirited. We make our findings and let the facts 
speak. Though we should listen to some of the excuses 
and frustrations of the caseworker about a case, the find-
ings should be made on facts, not feelings.  

An April 20, 2016 article in The Oregonian newspaper re-
ported ñA new federal study [CFSR] finds Oregon's child 
welfare system is failing across the board when it comes to 
keeping thousands of children in state care safe and 
healthy.ò 

The story went on to state "Oregon is trending in the wrong 
direction." 

We should not be timid to say ñNoò when that ñNoò might be 
a wakeup call to the agency ð as a whole ð to make an 
improvement in the case. A ñNoò finding might make the 
difference in the case and future cases! Change needs to 
occur and that is one of the reasons of the CRBôs exist-
ence.  

The cases of children we review cannot wait for a periodic 
federal review to advocate for improvement to the DHS sys-
tem. We need to take our reviewing role seriously for the 
sake of the children we review.  

Continued from p. 3 


